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Mr. BEYER changed his vote from
“no’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the votes held on December 1st, 2015, |
was inescapably detained and away handling
important matters related to my District and
the State of Alabama. If | had been present,
| would have voted “no” on Passage of S.J.
Res. 24 and “no” on S.J. Res. 23. Also, |
would have voted “yes” on the Motion to go
to Conference on H.R. 644.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, | was
not able to vote today for medical reasons.

Had | been present on rollcall vote 646, |
would have voted “no.”

Had | been present on rollcall vote 647, |
would have voted “no.”

Had | been present on rolicall vote 648, |
would have voted “yes.”

Had | been present on rolicall vote 649, |
would have voted “yes.”

Had | been present on rollcall vote 650, |
would have voted “no.”

Had | been present on rollcall vote 651, |
would have voted “no.”

Had | been present on rollcall vote 652, |
would have voted “no.”

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 8, NORTH
AMERICAN ENERGY SECURITY
AND INFRASTRUCTURE ACT OF
2015, AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF THE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON §S. 1177,
STUDENT SUCCESS ACT

Mr. BURGESS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 114-359) on the resolution (H.
Res. 542) providing for further consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 8) to modernize
energy infrastructure, build a 21st cen-
tury energy and manufacturing work-
force, bolster America’s energy secu-
rity and diplomacy, and promote en-
ergy efficiency and government ac-
countability, and for other purposes,
and providing for consideration of the
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conference report to accompany the
bill (S. 1177) to reauthorize the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to ensure that every child
achieves, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

——————

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY SECU-
RITY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
ACT OF 2015

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material on the bill, H.R. 8.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALLEN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 539 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 8.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. JENKINS) to
preside over the Committee of the
Whole.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 8), to
modernize energy infrastructure, build
a 21st century energy and manufac-
turing workforce, bolster America’s en-
ergy security and diplomacy, and pro-
mote energy efficiency and government
accountability, and for other purposes,
with Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

General debate shall not exceed 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
UpTON) and the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, today we commence
debate on H.R. 8, the North American
Energy Security and Infrastructure
Act of 2015. This bill culminates a
multiyear, multi-Congress effort to en-
sure that folks in Michigan and every
corner of the country have access to af-
fordable and reliable energy. It has
been nearly a decade since we last con-
sidered a broad energy package and a
lot—a lot—has changed.

Back then, the energy situation
looked downright dire: declining do-
mestic oil and natural gas output, in-
creasing reliance on imports, and en-
ergy prices that seemed like they had
nowhere to go but up. Remember 7
years ago they were $3.84 a gallon.
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Manufacturers were leaving and fleeing
overseas in pursuit of cheaper energy.

But thankfully, because of break-
through innovation, a little American
ingenuity, and a lot of hard work, we
are now experiencing game-changing
energy abundance that has, in fact, re-
defined America’s standing at home, as
well as around the globe. Now Michi-
gan and many parts of the country are
enjoying a welcome manufacturing
renaissance thanks to reliable and af-
fordable energy. It is well past time
that our laws rooted in energy scarcity
caught up to our newfound 21st century
reality.

The first order of business is to allow
the private sector to expand the Na-
tion’s energy infrastructure. The Key-
stone XL pipeline is certainly one of
the most well-known examples of en-
ergy infrastructure projects being de-
layed and ultimately denied, but it is
far from the only one.

We have a Federal permitting process
that is not designed to expeditiously
handle the many projects necessary to
bring online the Nation’s growing en-
ergy output and to meet energy needs
of homeowners and businesses. How
can it be that in this century we can’t
get energy to consumers in some parts
of the country? We need to fix that
problem. This bill does that.

H.R. 8 has several useful provisions
to make the approval process more
timely for projects such as interstate
natural gas pipelines, LNG export fa-
cilities, and new hydropower, which we
discussed during a hearing with the
FERC, the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, just today. And I would
add that these streamlining provisions
were done so in a manner that keeps
the environmental and safety protec-
tions intact.

Perhaps the biggest changes brought
on by our energy abundance are geo-
political. Where we once feared rising
dependence on the likes of OPEC, now
we can, in fact, control our energy des-
tiny and use our new standing as an en-
ergy superpower to help our allies and
friends around the world and engage in
energy diplomacy. However, this is a
new role for the U.S., and we don’t
have in place the means to act globally
on energy policy yet. This bill changes
that.

Using the Department of Energy’s
Quadrennial Energy Review as a guide,
this bill begins the process of incor-
porating energy security and diplo-
macy considerations into the decision-
making process. It also creates forums
through which we can coordinate with
our North American neighbors, as well
as our allies and trading partners
around the world, on energy policy.

Unfortunately, the energy news over
the last decade hasn’t been all that
good. Cyber threats and electro-
magnetic pulses pose a growing and
more sophisticated risk to the Nation’s
electricity system. We need new meas-
ures to better address these and other
threats to the grid, and this bill, H.R.
8, has a number of important provi-
sions.
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I would add that while our energy
abundance is a real blessing, it does
not in any way reduce the importance
of energy efficiency. H.R. 8 again in-
cludes a number of updates to energy
efficiency policy, including measures
to help the Federal Government use en-
ergy more wisely, as well as improve-
ments to existing energy efficiency
programs that have proven problem-
atic.

A decade ago, no one, no one here,
could have imagined where we would be
in 2015 and how much the energy script
would be flipped in our favor. It is a
new day, but now that we are here, it
is time to bring our energy policy in
line with those new realities. It is time
that we put the scarcity mindset in the
rearview mirror and say yes to energy
and yes to jobs.

I reserve the balance of my time.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES,
Washington, DC, November 16, 2015.

Hon. FRED UPTON,

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write regarding H.R.
8, the North American Energy Security and
Infrastructure Act of 2015. This bill contains
provisions under the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

I recognize and appreciate your desire to
bring this bill before the House of Represent-
atives in an expeditious manner, and accord-
ingly, I will agree that the Committee on
Natural Resources will not seek a referral of
the bill. T do so with the understanding that
this action does not affect the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Natural Resources, and
that the Committee expressly reserves its
authority to seek conferees on any provision
within its jurisdiction during any House-
Senate conference that may be convened on
this, or any similar legislation. I ask that
you support any such request.

Finally, I also ask that a copy of this let-
ter and your response be inserted in the Con-
gressional Record during consideration of
H.R. 8 on the House floor.

Thank you for your work on this bill, and
for your cooperation and consideration on
this and many other matters shared by our
committees. I look forward to H.R. 8’s enact-
ment.

Sincerely,
ROB BISHOP,
Chairman,
Committee on Natural Resources.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, November 16, 2015.

Hon. ROB BISHOP,

Chairman, Committee on Natural Resources,
Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write regarding H.R.
8, the North American Energy Security and
Infrastructure Act of 2015. As you noted, this
bill contains provisions under the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Natural Resources.

I appreciate your willingness to agree that
the Committee on Natural Resources be dis-
charged from further consideration of the
bill. I agree that this action does not affect
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Natural
Resources, and that the Committee expressly
reserves its authority to seek conferees on
any provision within its jurisdiction during
any House-Senate conference that may be
convened on this, or any similar legislation.
I will support any such request.
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Finally, I will include a copy of your letter
and this response in the Congressional
Record during consideration of H.R. 8 on the
House floor.

Thank you for your work and cooperation
on H.R. 8.

Sincerely,
FRED UPTON,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC, November 18, 2015.

Hon. FRED UPTON,

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for con-
sulting with the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs regarding H.R. 8, the North American
Energy Security and Infrastructure Act of
2015. As a result of those consultations and
text edits related to the role that the For-
eign Affairs Committee and the Department
of State play in energy diplomacy, I agree
that the Foreign Affairs Committee may be
discharged from further consideration of
that bill, so that it may proceed expedi-
tiously to the House floor.

I am writing to confirm our mutual under-
standing that, by forgoing consideration of
H.R. 8, the Foreign Affairs Committee does
not waive jurisdiction over the subject mat-
ter contained in this, or any other, legisla-
tion. I also would appreciate your support
for a request by the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee for an appropriate number of con-
ferees to any House-Senate conference in-
volving this bill, should one occur.

I ask that a copy of our exchange of letters
on this matter be included in the Congres-
sional Record during floor consideration of
H.R. 8. Thank you again for your collabo-
rative leadership on this important legisla-
tion.

Sincerely,
EDWARD R. ROYCE,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, November 20, 2015.

Hon. EDWARD R. ROYCE,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,

Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROYCE: Thank you for
your assistance regarding H.R. 8, North
American Energy Security and Infrastruc-
ture Act of 2015.

I appreciate your willingness to discharge
the Committee on Foreign Affairs from fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 8 so that it can
proceed expeditiously to the House floor. I
agree that the Committee on Foreign Affairs
does not waive jurisdiction over the subject
matter contained in this or any other legis-
lation. In addition, I agree to support a re-
quest by the Committee on Foreign Affairs
for an appropriate number of conferees to
any House-Senate conference involving this
bill.

I will place a copy of our exchange of let-
ters on this matter in the Congressional
Record during floor consideration of H.R. 8.

Thank you for your work and cooperation
on H.R. 8.

Sincerely,
FRED UPTON,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC, November 19, 2015.

Hon. FRED UPTON,

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write concerning
H.R. 8, the North American Energy Security
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and Infrastructure Act of 2015. As you know,
the Committee on Energy and Commerce re-
ceived an original referral and the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform
a secondary referral when the bill was intro-
duced on September 16, 2015. I recognize and
appreciate your desire to bring this legisla-
tion before the House of Representatives in
an expeditious manner, and accordingly, the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform will forego committee action on the
bill.

The Committee takes this action with our
mutual understanding that by foregoing con-
sideration of H.R. 8 at this time, we do not
waive any jurisdiction over the subject mat-
ter contained in this or similar legislation.
Specifically, the Oversight Committee’s ju-
risdiction is primarily triggered by provi-
sions in the bill related to 5 U.S.C. 552,
known as the Freedom of Information Act
(FOIA). I appreciate that our committees
have had fruitful discussions regarding these
provisions and have come to an agreement
related to section 4122 of the reported bill.
Negotiations regarding sections 1104, 1105,
and 1106, the application of FOIA as it re-
lates to critical electric infrastructure secu-
rity, the Strategic Transformer Reserve and
Cyber Sense, are currently ongoing. I have
full confidence that our committees will ar-
rive at a mutually agreeable compromise,
which respects the Oversight Committee’s
interest in narrowing FOIA exemptions,
prior to floor consideration of the bill.

I request your support for the appointment
of conferees from the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform during any
House-Senate conference convened on this or
related legislation. Finally, I would ask that
a copy of our exchange of letters on this
matter be included in the bill report filed by
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, as
well as in the Congressional Record during
floor consideration, to memorialize our un-
derstanding

Sincerely,
JASON CHAFFETZ,
Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, December 1, 2015.
Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ,
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ: Thank you for
your assistance regarding H.R. 8, North
American Energy Security and Infrastruc-
ture Act of 2015. I appreciate your willing-
ness to forego action on the bill in the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

I agree that by foregoing consideration of
H.R. 8 at this time, the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform does not
waive any jurisdiction over the subject mat-
ter contained in this or similar legislation. I
am confident that our committees will ar-
rive at a mutually agreeable compromise on
the ongoing negotiations between our com-
mittees prior to floor consideration of the
bill.

I will support your request for the appoint-
ment of conferees from the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform during
any House-Senate conference convened on
this or related legislation. In addition, I will
include a copy of our exchange of letters on
this matter in the Congressional Record dur-
ing floor consideration of H.R. 8

Sincerely,
FRrRED UPTON,
Chairman.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC, November 24, 2015.
Hon. FRED UPTON,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write concerning
H.R. 8, the North American Energy Security
and Infrastructure Act of 2015, as ordered re-
ported by the Committee on Energy and
Commerce. There are certain provisions in
the legislation that fall within the Rule X
jurisdiction of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

In order to expedite this legislation for
Floor consideration, the Committee will
forgo action on this bill. However, this is
conditional on our mutual understanding
that forgoing consideration of the bill does
not alter or diminish the jurisdiction of the
Committee with respect to the appointment
of conferees or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation. I request you
urge the Speaker to name members of the
Committee to any conference committee
named to consider such provisions.

Please place a copy of this letter and your
response acknowledging our jurisdictional
interest into the Congressional Record dur-
ing consideration of the measure on the
House Floor.

Sincerely,
BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, November 24, 2015.
Hon. BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER: Thank you for
your letter concerning H.R. 8, North Amer-
ican Energy Security and Infrastructure Act
of 2015, as ordered reported by the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. As you
noted, there are certain provision in the leg-
islation that fall within the Rule X jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

I appreciate your willingness to forgo ac-
tion on this bill in order to expedite this leg-
islation for Floor consideration. I agree that
forgoing consideration of the bill does not
alter or diminish the jurisdiction of the
Committee with respect to the appointment
of conferees or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation. In addition, I
will support your request for the Speaker to
name members of the Committee to any con-
ference committee named to consider such
provisions.

I will place a copy of your letter and this
response into the Congressional Record dur-
ing consideration of the measure on the
House Floor.

Sincerely,
FRED UPTON,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND
TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, DC, December 1, 2015.
Hon. FRED UPTON
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing con-
cerning H.R. 8, the ‘“North American Energy
Security and Infrastructure Act of 2015,”
which your Committee reported on Novem-
ber 19, 2015.

H.R. 8 contains provisions within the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology’s
Rule X jurisdiction. As a result of your hav-
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ing consulted with the Committee and in
order to expedite this bill for floor consider-
ation, the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology will forego action on the bill.
This is being done on the basis of our mutual
understanding that doing so will in no way
diminish or alter the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology with respect to the appointment of
conferees, or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter confirming this understanding, and
would request that you include a copy of this
letter and your response in the Congres-
sional Record during the floor consideration
of this bill. Thank you in advance for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,
LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, December 1, 2015.
Hon. LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: Thank you for your
letter concerning H.R. 8, North American
Energy Security and Infrastructure Act of
2015.

As you noted, H.R. 8 contains provisions
within the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology’s Rule X jurisdiction. I ap-
preciate your willingness to forego action on
the bill in order to expedite this bill for floor
consideration. I agree that doing so will in
no way diminish or alter the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology with respect to the appointment of
conferees, or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation.

I will place a copy of your letter and this
response into the Congressional during the
Floor consideration of this bill.

Sincerely,
FrRED UPTON,
Chairman.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, when Chairman UPTON
and I first talked about energy legisla-
tion, I was encouraged that we would
be working together to develop a con-
sensus, bipartisan bill. In the tradition
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, that is what we started to do,
spending months negotiating over lan-
guage and finally reporting a bill from
subcommittee on a voice vote in July.
That bill was modest but bipartisan
and was the result of good faith co-
operation.

Unfortunately, that effort fell apart.
H.R. 8 is not a bipartisan consensus
bill. Instead, the House is taking up a
backward-looking piece of energy legis-
lation at a time when we need to move
forward. H.R. 8 undermines the
progress we have made in deploying the
sustainable clean energy economy of
the future.

Although the title for H.R. 8 suggests
we are authorizing improvements in
energy infrastructure, the bill provides
no funding or initiatives to address
some of the significant energy infra-
structure issues we are facing.

Meanwhile, the bill has only gotten
worse since it left the committee. It
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was in Upton’s manager’s amendment
that strips out the few good provisions
that remained from the committee
markup. This so-called energy bill now
does nothing for solar, wind, or any
other clean energy technology.

On top of that, the Republicans de-
leted a whole title of the bill written
primarily by the subcommittee rank-
ing member, BOBBY RUSH, the 21st Cen-
tury Workforce Initiative. That title
created a new program at DOE to help
minorities, women, and veterans find
work and build careers in the energy
industry. This was something that Re-
publicans praised throughout the com-
mittee process. In fact, the Energy
Subcommittee chairman even praised
the title last night during testimony
before the Rules Committee. Yet, Mr.
Chairman, the bill before us doesn’t
have that provision.

What does that say about Repub-
licans’ so-called commitment to ex-
panding job opportunities in the energy
sector for minorities, women, and
those who served our country? Unfortu-
nately, it says all too much, and none
of it is good.
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H.R. 8 has one central theme binding
its titles: an unerring devotion to the
energy of the past. Provision after pro-
vision favors an energy policy that is
dominated by fossil fuels and unneces-
sary energy use. It is the Republican
Party’s 19th-century vision for the fu-
ture of U.S. energy policy in the 21st
century.

Needless to say, the administration
opposes this bill. If it reaches the
President’s desk, it will be vetoed. I,
too, oppose H.R. 8, and I urge my col-
leagues to reject this attempt to roll
back progress in energy efficiency and
clean energy.

I have to say I don’t usually pay
much attention to comments that
come from the media, but I was actu-
ally asked a couple of minutes ago to
comment on the fact that some of the
Republicans have said that this bill is
actually something they can take to
the Paris conference and talk about in
a positive way. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

The Paris conference is seeking to
address climate change and is seeking
to move us towards less reliance on
greenhouse gases, less reliance on fossil
fuels, and more on renewables. Nothing
in this bill accomplishes that goal, and
it is hard for me to believe that my col-
leagues on the Republican side could
even suggest that, somehow, this is
something that they would want to
bring up or talk about at the Paris con-
ference.

Again, I can’t say anything positive
about this bill, and it is unfortunate
that we have gotten to the point now
at which there is no effort, really, to
reach any of the Democrats’ concerns.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON), the chairman emeritus
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of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee.

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank
Chairman UPTON for yielding me the
time.

I want to commend him for his lead-
ership on this initiative and for getting
it to the floor. This has been a long
process, and the gentleman is to be
commended for going through the reg-
ular order of the subcommittee, of the
full committee, and now to floor con-
sideration.

I support H.R. 8, as reported out of
committee and as amended in the man-
ager’s amendment that the gentleman
presented to the Rules Committee.

I have requested—and I think it will
be made in order—an amendment to
that bill to include a provision that we
passed as a stand-alone bill several
months ago, H.R. 702, which would re-
peal the current ban on crude oil ex-
ports.

My amendment, if made in order by
the Rules Committee—and I hope that
it will be—takes what the floor passed
with amendments—and we had a num-
ber of Republican and Democrat
amendments that were added dealing
with terrorism, national security, and
things of this sort. I am asking that
the Rules Committee make in order
H.R. 702, as amended, and put it on the
floor tomorrow as an amendment.

Mr. Chairman, in the United States,
we currently produce a little over 9
million barrels of o0il per day. That
makes us number 3 in the world in
terms of daily crude oil production, but
we are not allowed to export any of
that crude oil. We can export refined
products and we do export up to 3 or 4
million barrels per day of refined prod-
ucts, but we cannot export crude oil.

If my amendment is accepted by the
Rules Committee, made in order, voted
on in a positive way by the House, sent
to the Senate, and the Senate passes
H.R. 8, and it is signed by the Presi-
dent, we could then begin to export our
crude oil.

We have the capability to easily
produce 15 million barrels a day, and
some experts say we could go up to 20.
That would be a strategic asset vis-a-
vis OPEC, vis-a-vis ISIS, vis-a-vis the
Russians, in that we could use our oil
in the international oil markets.

It would help our economy, would lit-
erally create hundreds of thousands of
jobs, and would, surprisingly, minimize
or lower gasoline prices here in the
United States because more U.S. oil in
the world market would lower the
world price, which would lower gaso-
line prices at the pump.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your sup-
port. I ask that the Rules Committee
make my bipartisan amendment in
order, which is cosponsored by Mr.
CUELLAR, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. FLORES,
and Mr. McCAUL, and that we add it to
your excellent bill on the floor tomor-
TOW.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TONKO).
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Mr. TONKO. I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there is strong—cer-
tainly bipartisan—consensus that we
need to update and modernize our en-
ergy infrastructure. Unfortunately,
this bill fails to make meaningful ad-
vances in this arena.

It does not advance clean energy. The
““energy efficiency’ title would actu-
ally be a setback in reducing consump-
tion and carbon emissions, and climate
change is not addressed at all. When-
ever possible, this legislation favors
suppliers over consumers, consumption
over efficiency, and the fossil fuels
over renewable energy.

Most disappointingly, this bill could
have been bipartisan. The Senate’s en-
ergy bill, while far from perfect, at
least acknowledges that we need to in-
vest real dollars into upgrading our Na-
tion’s energy systems.

This bill has no shortage of flaws. I
have offered two amendments to ad-
dress some of these shortcomings. The
first would reauthorize the Weatheriza-
tion Assistance Program and the State
Energy Program. These are two exist-
ing programs that have operated suc-
cessfully for years.

The Weatherization Assistance Pro-
gram supports State-based programs to
improve the energy efficiency of the
homes of low-income families. The De-
partment of Energy provides grants to
the States to deliver these services
through local weatherization agencies.

The Weatherization Assistance Pro-
gram helps those in our communities
who do not have the financial resources
to make energy efficiency investments
on their own: the elderly, the disabled,
and other low-income families amongst
them who are struggling to make ends
meet.

The second amendment would strike
section 1101, an unnecessary change to
FERC’s natural gas pipeline approval
process. Nothing has been done to cast
FERC’s role as the lead agency for
siting gas pipelines in doubt, but the
majority has used this pretense to
make it easier for pipeline companies
to have projects approved without ex-
tensive public consultation, requiring
FERC to make a decision within 90
days regardless of the complexity of
the application.

It would also allow for remote sur-
veying instead of on-site inspections.
This would allow companies to cir-
cumvent property owners’ rights when
surveying land. My amendment would
strike this section to ensure Federal
and State regulators have the time
necessary to review any and all appli-
cations, but these issues are far from
my only concerns with this bill.

Energy efficiency has a long history
of bipartisanship, but, sadly, this has
not continued in this bill.

According to the American Council
for an Energy-Efficient Economy, this
bill would actually net cost consumers
and cause additional emissions.

Furthermore, the DOE is prevented
from providing assistance if it finds
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that a proposed code does not meet a
payback period of 10 years or less. That
is a return on investment that does not
jibe with reality where 30-year mort-
gages are often the norm.

The bill repeals a section of the En-
ergy Independence and Security Act
which has been used to improve the ef-
ficiency of new Federal buildings.

There was an extensive hydropower
section included during the full com-
mittee markup that was not subject to
a hearing despite significantly chang-
ing the FERC licensing process.

It does nothing to address the public
health and safety hazards created by
old, leaky natural gas pipelines.

It does nothing to assist States’ ef-
forts to upgrade and modernize their
electric grids.

It is silent on the infrastructure
maintenance issues associated with the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve that the
administration identified in the Quad-
rennial Energy Review.

It has totally failed to recognize the
growth in distributed renewable en-
ergy, such as wind and solar, and it
should come as no surprise that this
bill ignores the impact of climate
change, which remains a major threat
to our energy security, our economy,
and human health.

These are just a handful of the seri-
ous issues with this bill.

I believe all of us started with the in-
tention of continuing the Energy and
Commerce Committee’s long tradition
of working on comprehensive energy
legislation in a bipartisan fashion, but
this bill is a far cry from the discussion
drafts we actually held hearings on
earlier this year. I understand we may
not agree on everything, but this legis-
lation fails to capitalize on those areas
of agreement in any meaningful way.

This bill’s focus is on the past, not on
the future. It fails to make the nec-
essary investments in our energy infra-
structure to improve safety, public
health, and reliability.

It rolls back efforts to improve en-
ergy efficiency, does nothing to encour-
age the expansion of renewable energy,
and ignores climate change, as I indi-
cated, altogether. It promotes a future
that is economically and environ-
mentally unsustainable.

I then urge my colleagues to reject
this bill. We need to go back to the
drawing board and craft a bill that ac-
tually makes investments and looks
forward to America’s energy future.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. BISHOP), the chairman of the Nat-
ural Resources Committee.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I thank the
chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the United States has
become a leader in the area of energy
production. But if we are going to
maintain that leadership and be a true
support for our allies, it requires cer-
tain actions that Chairman UPTON and
his committee have recognized and
have presented to us in this North
American Energy Security and Infra-
structure Act.
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This bill actually contains two provi-
sions that were bipartisan provisions
that passed in my Natural Resources
Committee, both of which will ensure
that the flow of energy to our Nation
will be facilitated and will continue on
in the future.

One, by Mr. MACARTHUR of New Jer-
sey, illustrates the archaic provisions
that will never be used to prohibit and
use Federal land as a hindrance to
pipeline production even if those pipe-
lines are underground and if they are
already in established corridors for en-
ergy production, especially those going
into the northeast of this country. It is
an extremely important position and
point of view.

Mr. ZINKE of Montana and Mr.
SCHRADER of Oregon also have a bipar-
tisan bill that deals with the Elec-
tricity Reliability and Forest Protec-
tion Act, which would minimize the po-
tential of wildfire risk in the over
100,000 miles of power lines we have
going through national forest and Bu-
reau of Land Management properties.

The provisions would require the
agencies to actually work to come up
with constructive policies and to make
timely decisions so that the utilities
have the ability to take out hazardous
elements, like trees, and so that rate-
payers are not going to be on the hook
for the liability of a freak forest fire
that would come because of Federal in-
action.

American energy production has lit-
erally changed in less than a decade.
There is no reason Federal lands should
blockade any kind of pragmatic ap-
proach from having these resources
moved from the places they are devel-
oped to where people can actually ben-
efit from them.

This bill helps people, and it will
move our country forward. I appreciate
Chairman UPTON’s and his committee’s
leadership. This is an essential one if
we are actually going to forge a better
future for the United States. I am
proud to be down here to support it,
and I appreciate adding these two im-
portant, bipartisan provisions as part
of the overall package.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCNERNEY).

Mr. McNERNEY. I thank the chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, it is well past time
that Congress update our national en-
ergy policy with a framework that in-
cludes clean energy technologies, re-
duces fossil fuel consumption, boosts
energy efficiency in residential, com-
mercial, and Federal buildings, and
provides the funding necessary to ad-
vance our workforce and technological
innovation, but, unfortunately, H.R. 8
does not meet these goals.

I do want to thank Chairman UPTON
for working with me on several provi-
sions that are intended to improve re-
sponses to physical and cyberattacks
on the grid, that encourage the devel-
opment and use of water and energy-ef-
ficient technology, that streamline hy-
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dropower permitting, and that gen-
erally improve the modernization of
our electric grid.

Unfortunately, the funding was re-
moved for the electric grid grant pro-
gram and for carbon capture sequestra-
tion, a provision promoting the next
generation energy workforce is gone,
and language that weakens energy effi-
ciency in buildings has not been fixed.

This is a big disappointment, Mr.
Chairman, because throughout most of
the process there was real bipartisan
cooperation, but in the final stages, the
majority fell into partisanship and
changed the bill to something most
Democrats can’t support.

So it is with great disappointment
that I oppose H.R. 8, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

O 1815

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I
rise today in support of H.R. 8, a bill
that will help our Nation rise to meet
growing energy demands and chal-
lenges.

Our energy policy is incompatible
with the current state of domestic en-
ergy supply and production. The
United States is now the world’s larg-
est energy producer, but our energy in-
frastructure is woefully inadequate. We
have the innovation and technology to
safely expand the electric grid and
pipeline systems, but administrative
red tape has severely hindered these
projects.

As long as natural gas, hydroelectric,
and nuclear energy projects continue
to languish for years in drawn-out Fed-
eral permitting processes, nobody can
benefit from the cleaner and more af-
fordable energy these sources can pro-
vide.

Not only do we desperately need to
expand our energy infrastructure to en-
sure reliable and affordable energy, but
our national security depends on se-
cured energy sources and updated in-
frastructure to protect against real
threats.

Cyber attacks on electric utility sys-
tems and electromagnetic pulses are no
longer things you only see in movies.
These threats are very real and pos-
sible, and we need to be prepared. We
need to improve energy infrastructure
security now, not later.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill so Americans can continue to have
access to an affordable, reliable, and
secure energy supply.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN).

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in adamant opposi-
tion to H.R. 8.

I don’t have much time, so I can’t go
into all the terrible provisions included
in this legislation. To be clear, there
are many.

I do want to address language that
would give the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission, or FERC, what
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amounts to fast-tracking power for
pipeline approvals.

Setting arbitrary deadlines for the
studies, research, and public comment
periods for dangerous and volatile pipe-
line projects, regardless of how com-
plicated the proposal or how sensitive
the land these projects cuts through,
doesn’t give us what my colleagues
across the aisle call energy security.

What it will do is put private, public,
and protected land, clean water, and
our environment at risk.

In my district, where we are already
fighting just such a project, my con-
stituents will be the first to tell you
just how preposterous a provision of
this nature is.

This bill deserves a resounding and
unilateral ‘‘no,” and I hope my col-
leagues will join me in defeating it.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time is remaining on
both sides?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Michigan has 18% minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from New Jersey
has 19 minutes remaining.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chair, I rise today
to speak about the North American En-
ergy Security and Infrastructure Act.

With new technology and innova-
tions, the energy industry is growing
rapidly, and this important legislation
works to maximize America’s energy
potential.

The United States leads the world in
energy production, but, sadly, due to
Washington’s bureaucratic red tape,
projects like updating our pipelines
and electric grid have fallen way be-
hind.

This legislation will modernize our
energy infrastructure, protect our elec-
tricity system, strengthen energy secu-
rity and diplomacy, and improve en-
ergy efficiency.

Bolstering our energy security and
making our infrastructure more resil-
ient will, in turn, strengthen our na-
tional security and our economy. I sup-
port this important legislation because
it is the next step in becoming energy-
independent. Now is the time to dra-
matically increase our investment in
homegrown American energy.

When I came to Congress, my top pri-
ority was growing the economy and
creating jobs. Mr. Chairman, this bill
will do exactly that. It makes no sense
to place restrictions on the abundance
of energy potential in America. The
United States is an energy superpower,
and it is time to step up and lead.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts (Ms. TSONGAS).

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Chair, I rise in
strong opposition to this legislation
and, in particular, a section of the bill
that would create an opening to cause
irreparable damage to our national
parks.

H.R. 8 would establish national en-
ergy security corridors to short circuit
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the approval process for natural gas
pipelines that cross our Nation’s public
lands. In doing so, it eliminates long-
standing protections afforded to our
national parks and other historically
significant areas that were set aside for
the very distinct purpose of preserving
our Nation’s cultural and natural her-
itage.

This legislation also blocks the pub-
lic from providing any input on where
these natural gas pipeline corridors
should be located.

My home State of Massachusetts,
like many areas around the country,
faces real energy challenges. In my dis-
trict, a company is proposing to build a
new 250-mile natural gas pipeline that
crosses three States. I have heard from
hundreds of my constituents expressing
their concerns with the project, par-
ticularly with regard to its route.

Thanks to extensive public review
and input, the pipeline route has al-
ready been adjusted to minimize some
of the environmental impacts, but
there are still many outstanding con-
cerns that deserve careful scrutiny to
be sure that the route does not ad-
versely impact local farmland, State
forests, parks, wildlife management
areas, and wetlands.

The significant amount of interest in
this proposed pipeline reflects the
Commonwealth’s longstanding history
of preserving natural habitats and pro-
tecting open spaces for the public ben-
efit, and we have invested enormous
public resources toward these goals.
This is also true of the investments
that American taxpayers have made in
our national parks.

By expediting approval of natural gas
pipelines, H.R. 8 would directly erode
the National Park Service’s ability to
meet its core mission of preserving and
protecting our Nation’s natural, cul-
tural, and historic resources,
unimpaired for the use and enjoyment
of future generations.

I offered an amendment with my col-
league from Virginia (Mr. BEYER) to re-
move this section from the bill. How-
ever, the majority blocked this simple
amendment from coming to the floor
and receiving an up-or-down vote.

Our national parks belong to all
Americans and have been famously
called ‘‘America’s best idea.” National
parks protect, celebrate, and give ac-
cess to the many places that have
shaped and defined who we are as a
people and a country.

Members should have been given the
opportunity to vote on whether or not
we should protect our national parks
from natural gas pipelines.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
legislation.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chair, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MACARTHUR).

Mr. MACARTHUR. Mr. Chair, the
North American Energy Security and
Infrastructure Act does some impor-
tant things to move us into the 21st
century with our energy policy. It ad-
vances modernization, reliability, secu-
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rity, and efficiency in our energy infra-
structure.

I want to focus on one section of that
bill, title 5, that ‘‘national energy secu-
rity corridors’” portion. I originally
proposed this as a separate bill, and I
am pleased to see it as part of this en-
ergy act. Simply put, it allows us to
move natural gas from the western to
the eastern United States.

Let me give you an example of why
this matters. A couple of weeks ago, I
visited Winteringham Village in Toms
River in my district. It is a village
comprised almost entirely of seniors,
and their average income is slightly
over $12,000 a year.

These people are not getting a cost-
of-living increase under Social Secu-
rity, but they most certainly are facing
higher energy costs. The reason is sim-
ple. While other States, western
States, enjoy lower energy costs,
States like mine are facing higher en-
ergy costs, and the reason is simple.
We don’t have the energy infrastruc-
ture to move gas from the West to the
East.

Last winter, on one particular day,
the cost of natural gas in New Jersey
was $22.35 for a million BTUs. It was
$1.50 at the same time in Pennsylvania,
one State away from me.

The solution is this ‘‘energy security
corridors” portion of the bill. It re-
quires and empowers the Secretary of
the Interior to designate 10 natural gas
corridors across Federal lands.

Now, I just heard that it is across na-
tional parks. Nothing could be further
from the truth. The Federal Govern-
ment owns much land that is not park
land, and this would allow the Sec-
retary of the Interior to designate cor-
ridors so we can properly plan our en-
ergy needs.

It does a few things for us. It lowers
energy costs. It protects the most vul-
nerable of our citizens. It would require
thoughtful planning of where to put
pipelines. It would be subject to a full
environmental review under NEPA.

It would create jobs. The President of
the North American Building Trades
Union testified at our hearing that it
would not only create jobs in building
these corridors, but it would create
jobs because of lower energy costs.
Lastly, it would increase our security
because energy security and national
security are inextricably linked.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to have
this portion of the bill included, the
“national energy security corridors”
portion. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this entire bill and move our en-
ergy policy into the 21st century.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BEYER).

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Chairman, I was dis-
appointed to see the Rules Committee
decided to add H.R. 2295, the National
Energy Security Corridors Act, to H.R.
8.

There is no doubt that getting nat-
ural gas to where it is needed and to
lowering electric and heating bills are
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worthy accomplishments, but we
shouldn’t accomplish these by steam-
rolling the concerns of residents who
would see new pipelines built in their
backyards.

Right now, there are multiple pro-
posals to run natural gas pipelines
from West Virginia through the Com-
monwealth of Virginia to the eastern
seaboard. There is the Atlantic coast
pipeline, the Mountain Valley pipeline,
and more being considered.

Understandably, people who live
along the proposed route of these pipe-
lines are concerned. Once a pipeline
route is approved by FERC, land can be
taken by eminent domain. The compa-
nies involved, of course, want to draw
the straightest, cheapest route they
can. The communities in the way of
these routes face huge impacts, envi-
ronmentally and financially. They de-
serve a say.

Unfortunately, the legislation pro-
vides absolutely no method for the pub-
lic to have their voice heard when it
comes to the location of these cor-
ridors. It completely waives the Nat-
ural Environmental Policy Act for the
corridor designation, shutting out the
community’s opportunity for public
input.

Local governments are only allowed
to speak to the extent that they can
help identify the most commercially
viable, cost-effective acreage. Indi-
vidual resident concerns or environ-
mental factors don’t even come into
play.

This is not a productive way forward.
This doesn’t simplify getting natural
gas to the people who need it. This is a
way that will lead to more opposition,
more lawsuits, and an atmosphere of
distrust and resentment

I have another concern. H.R. 8 now
contains a provision which will allow
pipelines to be permitted across na-
tional parks without congressional ap-
proval. This is contrary to long-
standing U.S. law. Every time we put a
pipeline across a park, Congress has
been involved.

My many friends in the Appalachian
Trail community and the national
parks conservation community are
deeply worried about Congress abro-
gating its respomnsibility to approve
such pipeline crossings.

We can’t ignore the people and the
parks that will be impacted by this
bill. I encourage my colleagues to op-
pose H.R. 8.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This energy bill does nothing for
solar, wind, or any other clean energy
technology. It does nothing for energy
infrastructure either since all funding
in the bill was stripped by the GOP.

The bill contains an energy effi-
ciency title that actually results in
more energy consumption.

The bill contains provisions that will
drive up electricity prices in the North-
east and mid-Atlantic by rigging the
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markets to prop up old and uneco-
nomical coal and nuclear plants that
are losing out in the market to cost-ef-
fective natural gas and renewables.
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It also has provisions to help gas
pipeline companies and hydroelectric
licenses that will roll over environ-
mental laws—like the Clean Water Act,
the Endangered Species Act, the
NEPA—and undermine the rights of
consumers, tribes, and States.

Of course, the version that will be on
the floor will have a couple of bad addi-
tions from the Committee on Natural
Resources, including the MacArthur
‘“‘pipeline through parks’” legislation
that would make it easy to run pipe-
lines through Yellowstone, Yosemite,
and every other national park.

Mr. Chairman, this is a terrible bill
that demonstrates that the Republican
Party is solely focused on the energy
policies of the past and is committed to
throwing up barriers to the develop-
ment of a clean and sustainable energy
future.

Every Democrat should join us and
the Obama administration in opposing
the bill’s passage.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

My Committee on Energy and Com-
merce colleagues and I worked to cre-
ate this broad energy bill and mod-
ernize our policies.

A generation ago, policymakers were
concerned with managing a scarcity of
energy resources, but times have
changed. We are in the middle of a re-
surgence of American energy manufac-
turing. We should manage our surplus
of energy vresources with clear,
straightforward policies that maximize
our energy potential.

This bill is a necessary legislative
step to ensure our energy infrastruc-
ture is robust and continues to create
jobs in the years to come. Modern en-
ergy challenges demand modern energy
policies. We must cut outdated red tape
and ensure the energy markets remain
nimble and secure.

With H.R. 8, America can continue to
take advantage of recent technology
advancements and encourage a growing
market that yields jobs at home and
more influence abroad. The world
doesn’t want to deal with unstable ex-
porters, such as Russia or Iran, if they
don’t have to. We should be the secure
and reliable trading partner that they
can trust and they do trust.

H.R. 8 strengthens international
partnerships and reforms processes for
energy exports that will pay important
dividends for generations to come.

I would like to thank my colleagues
on the committee, especially Chairman
UPTON, for their work on this very im-
portant bill.

This bill will keep energy affordable
and ensure reliable electricity for con-
sumers and families across the nation.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, let me begin by
saying I'm pleased that this bill includes sev-
eral measures | have championed, including
bills I've offered relating to energy efficiency
and electric vehicles. However, | have to op-
pose this legislation because H.R. 8 fails to
address climate change. In fact, the bill in-
cludes several controversial provisions that
shift our nation’s energy policy into reverse.

I'm very grateful to Chairman UPTON and
Subcommittee Chairman WHITFIELD for includ-
ing my legislation, the Energy Efficient Gov-
ernment Technology Act, in the base text of
H.R. 8. This bipartisan, noncontroversial bill
which | introduced with Rep. KINZINGER, re-
ceived 375 votes on the House floor last year.
This measure would save taxpayers millions of
dollars and would make the federal govern-
ment a leader in reducing energy use at data
centers which can be highly inefficient.

| also appreciate that two amendments | of-
fered at the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee markup of this bill were agreed to by
voice vote and are included in the Manager’s
Amendment. The first would allow federal
agencies to offer electric vehicle charging sta-
tions to guests and employees, a practice that
is not currently allowed. The second would
add transparency requirements to ensure that
only critical infrastructure information is pro-
tected from FOIA requests, and that this des-
ignation is periodically reviewed to ensure this
authority is not abused. These provisions are
incremental but important steps toward pro-
moting innovation and deployment of clean
and energy-saving technologies.

Unfortunately, the same cannot be said
about the rest of H.R. 8. With historic inter-
national climate negotiations currently under-
way in Paris, this so-called “comprehensive”
energy bill does not include a single reference
to climate change or promotion of renewable
resources. This represents the squandering of
an opportunity to put in place a 21st century
energy policy for our country that promotes
clean energy and reduces our dependence on
the fossil fuel resources that cause climate
change.

H.R. 8 includes several controversial provi-
sions that my colleagues and | opposed at
Committee and that are also opposed by the
Administration. For example, the bill contains
unnecessary provisions to short-circuit the re-
view process for exports of liquefied natural
gas (LNG). The current process, which re-
quires the Department of Energy to ensure
that all exports are in the public interest of the
United States, is working and already has us
on track to be the largest LNG exporter in the
world within a decade. H.R. 8 also includes
provisions that would require a short-sighted
view of energy efficiency investments in build-
ing codes, and it would repeal the requirement
that all new and remodeled federal buildings
phase out fossil fuel use by 2030. Lastly, the
Manager's Amendment includes a highly con-
troversial bill from the Natural Resources
Committee that would limit public review and
direct more natural gas pipelines to be built on
public lands, including National Parks.

Again, | appreciate the Chairman’s willing-
ness to accept my bipartisan additions to this
bill, but | cannot support this legislation and |
urge my colleagues to oppose it.

The CHAIR. All time for debate has
expired.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.
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Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. MAC-
ARTHUR) having assumed the chair, Mr.
JENKINS of West Virginia, Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 8) to modernize en-
ergy infrastructure, build a 21st cen-
tury energy and manufacturing work-
force, bolster America’s energy secu-
rity and diplomacy, and promote en-
ergy efficiency and government ac-
countability, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

————

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 644, TRADE FACILITA-
TION AND TRADE ENFORCEMENT
ACT OF 2015

Ms. KUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. JEN-
KINS of West Virginia). The Clerk will
report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Kuster moves that the managers on
the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the House amendment to the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 644 be instructed to
agree to the provisions contained in subtitle
A of title VII of the Senate amendment re-
lating to currency manipulation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 2 of rule XXII, the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire (Ms.
KUSTER) and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BRADY) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Hampshire.

Ms. KUSTER. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of my motion that will instruct con-
ferees to include in the conference re-
port language to combat currency ma-
nipulation from the Senate-passed
version of H.R. 644.

Currency manipulation by foreign
governments is one of the greatest
challenges we face to creating the type
of free and fair trade that will benefit
all Americans from top to bottom and
help us create more jobs right here at
home.

I, like so many others, am highly fo-
cused on helping our domestic manu-
facturers grow and create good, strong,
middle class jobs. Since taking office, 1
have made supporting job creation and
economic opportunity my number one
priority, and our State’s manufactur-
ers play an integral role in that con-
versation.

Unfortunately, U.S. manufacturers
already face so many challenges that
make it more difficult to compete with
foreign companies. From the lower cost
of labor to limited environmental pro-
tections, our manufacturers must com-
pete with foreign policies that lead to
an uneven playing field.

Unfair currency manipulation makes
that competition even more difficult.
Currency manipulation is when govern-
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ments use monetary policy to devalue
their currency, which makes their ex-
ports cheaper and foreign imports more
expensive.

The good news is that we have the
most talented workers and the most in-
novative companies in the world, and
we can compete and win despite these
challenges.

For example, right in my district in
New Hampshire, I visited dozens of new
manufacturing companies that are har-
nessing cutting-edge technologies, like
precision manufacturing and
healthcare technology, to revitalize
the industry and create modern, 21st
century jobs for our workers. We must
support these American manufacturers
by cracking down on unfair advantages
overseas that hinder their success.

This motion will help to level the
playing field for manufacturers in New
Hampshire and across the country by
directing the Department of Commerce
to slap duties on goods that have un-
fairly benefited from undervalued cur-
rency. This is the only provision in ei-
ther customs bill that will effectively
deter currency manipulation by our
trading partners.

Working to address currency devalu-
ation has long enjoyed bipartisan sup-
port. In 2010, the House overwhelm-
ingly passed legislation restricting cur-
rency manipulation by a vote of 348-79.
Earlier this year, the Senate version of
this legislation passed 78-20, in large
part because of the critical language
restricting currency manipulation.

However, the version of this legisla-
tion passed by the House does not in-
clude the bipartisan provision that so
many agree is crucial for limiting the
ability of U.S. workers and businesses
to compete more fairly with foreign
companies and workers.

I strongly support fair and open trade
that will spur job creation back here in
the United States. When 95 percent of
global consumers exist outside the
United States, we have to find new
markets for our manufacturers and
other producers to grow and create
more jobs here at home.

But when U.S. manufacturers are al-
ready disadvantaged by foreign prod-
ucts that are subsidized by their home
currency, it is difficult for them to
compete both at home and abroad.

And the impacts of this unfair ma-
nipulation are real. The Peterson Insti-
tute estimates that, over the past dec-
ade, at least 1 million and as many as
5 million jobs have been lost due to
currency manipulation.

Additionally, an analysis by the Eco-
nomic Policy Institute estimates that
by eliminating currency manipulation
we can reduce our trade deficit by as
much as $500 billion, leading to a sub-
stantial increase in GDP growth and
helping our American economy thrive.

Specifically, New Hampshire could
expect to see roughly 13,000 new jobs as
a result of an effective policy against
currency manipulation.

The status quo is simply not good
enough for U.S. workers, and that is
why I am offering this motion today.
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Our workers are already competing
with foreign companies that pay their
employees a fraction of what TU.S.
workers make. We should do whatever
we can to help make it less difficult for
U.S. companies to compete globally.
Adding this currency manipulation
language to the bill before us today
will give us the best chance to do that.

Please join me in supporting my mo-
tion in support of American manufac-
turers.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the Motion to Instruct Conferees on
H.R. 644.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise in opposition to the motion to
instruct conferees.

There is no question currency manip-
ulation is a real problem, and I and
many other Republicans are committed
to fighting it. The bill that we are
going to conference on includes strong
currency provisions, thanks to the
hard work of Representative MILLER
and members of the Michigan delega-
tion.

In addition, earlier this year, we
passed a trade promotion authority
legislation that, for the very first time,
raised fighting manipulation to a pri-
mary negotiating objective and pro-
vides the administration more tools to
tackle the practice.

However, if the United States begins
unilaterally levying tariffs, our trading
partners will no doubt do the same,
leading to a very dangerous cycle. This
would undermine the very purpose of
trade agreements: to break down bar-
riers and to open economic freedom.
More importantly, this would hurt
American competitiveness and hurt
our jobs.

I am also concerned that pursuing a
unilateral approach could cause the
United States to be a target for retalia-
tion by countries like China, harming
our businesses and their employees,
and risk putting the United States in
violation of international obligations
and out of WTO compliance.

And the administration agrees.
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Earlier this year, Secretary Lew sent
a letter to Congress stating that the
administration would oppose legisla-
tion that would use the countervailing
duty process to address currency
undervaluation because it would raise
questions about consistency with our
international obligations and that it
would be counterproductive to our on-
going bilateral and multilateral en-
gagement as well as to our efforts to
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